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Reading/Writing Immersion:
A Decision Making Literacy Development Project

Teacher Surveys
Year 2

Introduction

The Student Support Branch of Manitoba Education and Traiming approved and funded
the Reading/Wnting immersion (R/W1) Project for three schools in White Horse Plain School
Diviston No. 20: (1) Bon Homme Hutternian Colony School; (2) St Francois Xavier School;
and (3) £.. Laurent School. The school division provided money for release ume for additonal
teachers from the three funded schools and two additonal schools (i.c., Maxwell Huttenan
Colony School and James Valley Huttenan Colony School) 1in order that they might also
participate in the R/WI Project. The Project officially began in September 1992, R/WT was
designed 1o assist Early Years teachers in becoming more eftective m working with students
who were "at-nsk" of faihing to develop the reading and wnung performance goals. Since one
of the purposes of R/WT was to promote literacy development at all grade levelsin the
parucipating schools, a resource teacher from each of the schools was identified by the
school's principal 1o take part In the participating schools, resource teachers function as
collaborative, school-based consultants. Itwas envisioned that the .consultuu\'c-collutmrzun'c
nature of their role would serve to build an cthos, or chmate for collective language arts efforts
in cach school. Collegial consultation efforts were perceired as one way of pooling and
cftecuvely muluplying the knowledge base and skills stemming from R/WH. in Y car 2, the
Project was expanded to include both Grades 1 and 2. A total ol two Grade 1 teachers, one
Grade 2 teacher, one Grade 3 teacher, four multi-yea teachers, three resource teachers, and

two Faculty of Education (Unisersity of Manttoba) staff members participated in the R/W]

-
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Project duning the 1993-94 school year. However, one of the teachers became ill in the middle
of the school year and took a leave of abscnce from her posttion and the Project.

Dunng the 1993-94 school year, R“WI was comprised of two components, First, a
study group or workshop component, that took place between Scpiember 1993 and May 1994.
In Ycar ! these workshops lasted an entire day. However, at the request of the participants, in
Y car 2 all but onc of the workshops were decreased from full-days to half-days so that more
stte visits could be camed out. As aresult, there was onc full-day workshop, and six half-day
workshops held at the St. Francors Xavier Community School. These meetings involved the
presentation and/or discussion of 1 (a) whole language 1ssucs; (b) procedures and materials
rclated to the teaching of reading and wrniting skills; (¢) the development reading and wniting
objectives: (d) the assessment of reading and wnung skills; (e) classroom management
strategies;, (1) the cffectiveness of procedures being tried in the classrooms; (g) Project report
wnting; (h) miscue analysis; and (1) other project related matters.

Sccond, a site visiation component took place between October 1993 and May 1994, By
inereasing the number of site visitations, 1t was possible to begin the visitations a month carhier
than was possible 1n Year 1. In this component the Project partictpants cstablished the goals
and purposcs tor the site visits and observations. These included the University staft (1)
observing the participants ustng Project strategies with the students they identified as being at-
risk, (2) demonstrating instructional strategics, and (3) assessing student performance. This
allowed the teachers to view the modeling of a vanety of teaching techmques. The teachers
were debriefed after cach site visit. The observation sessions were also uscd to provide
participants w ith constructive feedback regarding therr instruction and to assist with the
analysis of student performance.

Based on their experiences in Year 1, the three Project schools apphied for and received
tunding tor an additional six days of support from the two Unmiversity stalf members. These

additional <ix davs were divided up <o that thiee days were allocated to site visits and three
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days werc allocated to report wriing workshops. The six days were provided at the end of

Apnl and first part of May 1994

Animportant aspect of the R/'Wi Project is that 1t was designed to operate as a
collaborative model. That s, all of the participants were to work together to design the specific
direcuon of the Project. The basic premisc of the Project is that effective teachers are
competent “decision makers” and that future professional growth is dependent on the abihty of
tcachers to monitor or reficct on their teaching performance. Therefore, the study group or
workshop component of this Project was not the traditional, lecture style university class. The
Project participants established agendas, topics for discussion, book study sessions, book
farrs, cooperative reporting and other joint activities. In these sessions the university personncl
acted as facthtators. A sccond aspect of the collaborative approach was that it allowed cach
school to develop their ow n unique program based on the specific charactenstics of their school
community.

One funding condition was that this Project be evaluated. Therefore, an evaluation plan
was designed and aceepted by the Project's Management Comnuttee. This plan called fora
process evaluation (an evaluation of the implementation of the Project) duning the Project's first
vear of operation (1.c., the 1992-93 school year), and for implementation and outcome
cvaluattons (clfects of the Project on the students) dunng the sccond and third years (i.c..
school years 1993-94 and 1994-95). A two-part design was selected as it allowed for complete
Projectimplementation prior to the assessment of student outcomes. University personncl
were given the responsibihity of carrying out the process evaluations and White Horse Plain

Division No. 20 staff members were assigned responsibility tor the outcome evaluations.

Year 2 Evaluation Method
The methodotogy used lor the Year 2 process evaluation was a tcacher survey . A teacher

sun ey methodology was seleeted as it was the most cconomical method of providing detatled
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information to the Student Support Branch, Manttoba Education and Trarming and White Horse

Plain School Division No. 20.

Instrument

The purpose of the survey was to collect data about the pracesses used to accomplish the
goals stipulated for Year 2 of the Project. It was designed by the University personncl, and
was based on the survey that was désn gned and utihized in Year 1. The survey was made up of
iwo parts and included multiple choice and open-cnded questions. A two part survey was
designed because the workshops on report wrting were conducted 1n May 1994, That s, it
was felt thataf the June 15,}‘%4 report deadline was to be met, Unmiversity staff could not wait
until the middic of May 1994 to do data analysis and report wnting. A copy of the Part A can

be found in Appcndl\ A . while Pan B can be found in Appendix B.

Procedure

Since both “official” and "unofficial” members of the Project took partin the two major
components of R/WI (1.c., the study group or workshop meectings and the site visits), ail 11
parlicipants were given a part A survey to complete at the Apnl 14, 1994 group mectuing. The
participants were directed to take the survey away with them and compete it at their
convenience. They were also asked not to discuss the survey with other participants and to
return the survey within two weeks. Participants were provided pre-addressed envelopes for
returning the completed surveys. Part B of the survey was handed out at the end of the last
wnting workshop held on May 19, 1994. However, since the resource teachers were not
required to wrnite reports (they were not responsible for the instruction of students involved in
the Project) only the participants who had attended the wnting workshop were given Part B to
complete (9 of the 11 participants). Again, participants were asked not to discuss the survey
with cach other and to return the sun ey within two weeks in the pre-addressed envelopes that

were provided
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As all responses were to remain confidential, the teachers were asked not to include their
names on the surveys nor the return envelopes. Instructions on how 1o complete the survey,
along with a phone number to call if they had any questions, were included on the survey. Part

A took approximately onc hour to complete while Part B took approximately 1/2 hour to

complete.

Teacher Survey Results
All 11 of the Project partictpants, returned either a completed or partially completed

survey. Of the 11 participants, 6 (54.5%) had partictpated in Year 1 and 5 (45.5%) were new
to the Project. Nine (81.8% ) of the partcipants were official members of -the Project while 2
(18.2% ) were unofticial members. Therefore, 1n order to maintan confidentially, the data \; as
not presented by "official - unofficial” classifications. Unless a difference was found between
indnviduals who had been tn the .Projccl for two years and those who were in it for only one
year, ony total group data will be presented. To facilitate the reader’s understanding of the

sun ey data, the authons organized the results into seven topic arcas.

Mectings

Atthe end of Year 11t was reccommended that fewer full-day meetings be held and that
this extra time be usc for school visitations. Therefore, 1n Year 2 a total of onc fulf-day and six
half-day R/WI Project mectings were held. Sccuon [ (Part A) of the survey asked the
participating teachers to respond to six general questions regarding the location and m'cr‘ull

quality of the meetngs.

1. The meetings for the Reading/Writing Immersion Program have been held

at St. Francois Xavier Elementary School. How do you feel about this
location?

On Part A of the Apnl 1994 survey, 8 (72.7% ) of the respondents stated that the
“location s tine”, 2 (18.249) reported that the "location was too far from my home school™,

and 1 (9 19y reported taatit did "not matter” where the mectings were held (see Appendix A).
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2. Rate the room in which the meetings have been held in by circling the
most appropriate response.

All eleven respondents rated the mecting room's cleanliness and highting as being "very

good”. Ten (90.9%) of the respondents rated the size of the room as being "very good" while

[ (9.1%) respondent rated room size as being "good”. A total of 4 (36.4% ) respendents rated

the room's temperaturce as being "very good”, 5 (45.5%) rated 1t as "good™ and 2 (18.2%)

rated 1t as "poor”.

3. 1In your opinion, how would you rate the overall organization of the
meetings held so far? o
Comiments/suggestions for improvement.

© SIn(27.3%) of the of the 11 respondents stated that the group meetings had been "very

well organized”, 4 (36.4%) indicated that they had been "well organized” and 1(9.1%)

indicated that the mectings had been "poorly organized”. In the comments/suggestion portion

of the question the following responses were provided:

“Too much repettion and off task.”

*1 wish more people would have brought work samples and ideas to share. Even
when we were told to, people didn't. Maybe 1f 1t was made mandatory there would
be a greater effort put forth.”

“Somctimes, oo much time was spent on one area, such as the Miscue Analysis
which, 1 teel, could have been discussed in @ much shorter ime.”

"Not always ended up with learming of specific but were sull important info.
provided.”

4. Given that one of the main goals of this Project is that a collaborative
approach be utilized, how satisfied are you with the opportunities you
have had with regards to input into the agendas of the meetings?
Comments/suggestions for improvements.

Of the 11 respondents, 10 (90.9%) reported being "very satisficd” with their

opportunitics for input regarding meeting agendas. One (9. 1%) respondent stated that they

were "somewhat dissatistied” their opportuntuies for input. The one dissausfied respondent

commented that -- "Nothing new. Too much time taken up with diagnostics and not cnough

ume with strategies . Wrting was supposed o be oar focus.”
g £ P
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. When you have made suggestions with regards to the meeting agendas,
did you feel that your suggestions were given adequate consideration?
Comments/suggestions.

Eight (72.7%) of the respondents reported that the suggestions they made were given
*very adequatc consideration”, 2 (18.2%) stated their suggestions were given "adequate
consideration” and 1 (9.1%) noted that their suggestions were "werc considered, bit not
adequately”. Nonc of the respondents provided a comment or suggestion.

6. Based on suggestions received at the end of Year One, this year's group
meevings were a hail-day long rather than a full-day and more time was
given to school visits. Overall, how would you rate this ehange?

Of the 11 respondents, 9 (81.8%) reported that they "hiked the half-day mectings® and 2
(18.29%) responded with an "N/A". When asked to comment, the following statements were

provided:

o "l can't compare the two, because | wasn't here last year. But | would think that
half’ day sesstons and more time to on site visits would be betteraf you are recerving
visits.”

e "The school allowed us to work on the project for the second-half. Therefore,
suggestons, idcas, or resources could be investigated immediately -- very
beneficiel, Thanks.”

e "lappreciated the school visits.”

e "Wewaste too much ume on the road. The other 1/2 day s not great for anything”

o "I found the whole-day mectings were too long to sustain my attention.”

o "The half day was good for matenal presentation but in my situation because of
distance the other half day was basically wasted.”

Summary. Combiming the results of the sixX questions on the group meetings, it can be
concluded that, overall, the participants were sausficd with the location of the mectings, the
room 1n which the mectings were held. the orgamzation of the meetings and their opportunitics
for tnput inio the mecting agendas [t was also found that reducing the mectings to half-days,
and increasing the number of school visits was positively received by the respondents Written

responses did notindicate any patterns of satisfaction or dissaustaction

1




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Teacher Surveys: Year Two
Page 11
A companson of the teacher survey data on mecungs for Years 1 and Year 2 did not
revcal any major differences. For both Years 1 and 2, participants had rated the group

’

mectings as a pOSIll ve expencence.

Muaterials and Readings

As was the case 1n Year |, the study group component held at the St. Francois Xavier
Elementary School in Y car 2 was designed to discuss 1ssues, attitudes and skills related to the
tcaching of reading and wniung. 1t was in this component that the majonty of instructional
procedures were presented and discusi@cd. As part of this component, a vancty of
matcrals/readings were provided to the R/W1 participants. To assess these materials and
readings. questions 7 through 14 were included on the survey (see Section 11 -
Matcnals/Readings. Appendix A).

7. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the reading material that have
been provided to you?

Comments/suggestions.

Analysis of the teacher survey results for question 7 revealed that 5 (45.5%) of the
participants rated the quality of the reading materials presented by University staff as being of a
“very high quality " and that 5 (45.5% ) rated them as of a "mgh quahty”. Onc (9.1%)
respondent did not provide an answer to this question - Howes er, that respondent did provide

the first comment histed below.

+ "What rcading matenals? There was nothing specifically new this year. The Pippin
Books were interesting reading, but nothing new and we never really discussed the
info.”

+ “Not made awarc of what 1s available at the school ™
8. Do you feel that the reading material provided to you thus far has
presented: mostly new information, a half-and-half mixture of new and
old infor;niation or mostly old information that I already knew?
The majonity of the participants (9 or 81.8% ) responded that the matenal presented to

them was "a hatt-and-hatf mixture of new and old information™. One respondent (9. 1% )

reported that “mostly new information” was provide 4 to them and 1(9.1%) responded that the

o
—
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matenal included "mostly old information that 1 aircady knew". Follow-up analysis indicated
that the respondent who reported that the information was "mostly new " was new to the Project
in Year 2. while the respondent who reported "mostly old informaton® had taken part in Y car
i
9. Overall, how would you rate the usefulness of the reading material
provided to you?
Comments/suggestions for improvement.
Ninc (81.8%) of the participants stated that the reading matenals were "very useful”. 1
(9. 15 ) indicated the: they were "somewhat uscful” and 1 (9.1% ) stated that they were "not
veny useful™. Two of the four comments made by the respondents indicated that they would
have hiked more (-lmc to read, discuss and absorb the material. The four comments were:

e "No new strategics provided.”

e "After betng it fora year, | was able to understand & compliment
theone/matenals with a much improved confidence.”

e "We need more time to absorb & ume to read.”

* "I would hke more discussion and comments about professional matenals we have
read.”

10. How would you rate the amount of information that has been proviaed to

you?

Comments/suggestions for improvement.

Five (45.5%) of the 11 respondents stated that the amount of information provided was
"the rightamount”, 1 (9.19) stated that the amount was "justa httle too much matenal to be
red between sessions”, and 4 (36.4%) stated that they "could have dealt wath a hittle more
mat rial betw cen sesstons”  One (9. 19%) stated that "far too little 1n the way of
matenal readings were provided®. The following "comments/suggestions {for improvement”
were mader

e "W aought, were to concentrate on wnting this ycar.”

o “lhsditficulttoanswer. Some weeks there was a faitly large amount of reading
matertal - At other imes there was a minimal amount to read or none at all.”

13
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11. How adequate was the University Staff follow-up to the reading material
(i.e., willingness to discuss/explain ideas presented in the
materials/readings)? .

Comments/suggestions for improvement.

When asked to rate Umiversity stafT's follow-up on the rcading matenal, 9 (81.8%)
participants rated 1t as being "very adequate”, 1 (9.1%) rated 1t as "adequate” and 1 (9.1%)
rated 1t as "not at all adequate®. The respondent who did not find the follow-up by University
staff o be adequate provided the first comment histed below:,

e "Perhaps | was not "present”, but [ don't remember any assigned readings.”
e "Impressive willingness to give assistance.”

12, Do you feel that the reading and other professional materials given to you
in Year Two cavered the topic areas that you thought would be covered
when you started the Program in September 1993?

Of the 11 participants, S (45.5% \ reported that they thought there were "very few
surprises” with regard to the topie arcas covcred by the reading matenials. Two (18.2%)
participants reported that "there were a number of arcas” covered by the reading matenals that
v did notexpeet, and 2 (18.27 ) reported that there were "a lot of arcas” covered that they
did not expeet. Two (18.2%) participant did not respond to the question. Even though Project
participants were not ask for addrtional comments, three did so anyway. These comments are

as follows,

e "Personally [ thought too much time was spent on nuscucs; but it was the decision
of the majonty. [ found the review beneficial

¢ "Did not know what to expecet.”
e "Because | wasn't part of the Project the year before | didn't kKnow what to expeet
13. Were there topic areas you would have liked to have received reading
material on, but did not?
If yes, what were those topic areas?
SIxX (54.5%) of the respondents replied "yes™ to the question and S (45.5% ) rephied "no”

The six who replied "yes” provided these witten comments:

e "More and ditterent strategies to help "at-nisk kids®. [ thought our focus was to be
writing, not reading miscuc analysis.”

L —
A
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"Specific strategics to meet goals, because 1 did not have the advantage of on-site
visits. The testing ideas we were grven were excellent, but strategies (o solve
problems were probably part of the on-site visits.”

*  "Perhaps some new tcaching strategices.”

"I would have liked more material on teaching different reading strategies and also
information on how to detect a chuld's best learning style.”

" +  "Bul not because there was any wasted time.”
* "Iwould have liked more specific straicgies to try and meet certain needs.”

One participant who answered the question "no® supphied the comment "I'm anticipating
recenving the student - led conference matenals.”
14. Given that this is a collaborative Project, did you feel that you could

suggest reading material for the group?

Comments/suggestions

Nine (81.8% ) participants replied ;')'cs" to the question and 2 (18.29) responded "no”.
Follow -up analy sis of the data indicated that the two respondents who said "no” were
individuals who were new to the Projectin Year 2. The first two "comments/suggestions”

histed below were from those two respondents. From therr commients it can be scen that the

fact that they were new to the Project, and new to teaching, may have affected their comfort

fevel with making suggestions. That s, being new they may have been unsure of what they
could or should suggest as rcadings.

"As a newcomer, | was not always sure of the group dircction. And as a first ycar
tcacher I didn't have a lot of background information and expenence to suggest.
This was more of a lcarning rather than a collaborative experience for me.”

*  “From the beginming I wasn't sure of our direction. This 1s probably because T was
new this year as well as being a first year tcacher.”

*  "However, | don't think it would have the breadth and range that Drs. Bravi &
Madak have consistently brought to the mectings.”

Summary. The findings of this section on matenals/readings indicated that, overall, the
participants thought that the readings: (2) were of a high quality: (b) provided new information
and reviewed old information, (¢) contamned usetul information: and (d) presented few

surprises i terms of the topic arcas covered. Also, the large majonty of the participants telt

El{fC‘ 15
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thit the foliow -up to the matenal provided by University staff was very adequate. inally,
given that one of the main gaals of this Project s to develop a collaborative relationship among
all participants, 1t 1s important to note that 81% of the individuals who responded to the survey
thought that they were able to suggest matenals/readings to the group.
When Year 2 results were compared to Year 1 results, the only difference found was
that 1n Y car 2 four respondents felt that a bit more tnformatton could have been presented o
them cach week. In Year 1 nonc of the respondents feit that they could handic more
information. While 1t might be expected that new participants to the Project would be less
hikely to want more informaton, follow-up analysis indicated that only two of the four

respondents were new members in Year 2.

Sute Visits

Dunng Year 2 of R/WI, Umiversity staft visited cach official Project partticipant’s
classroom on atleast six ditferent occasions dunng the year. The classroom of the one of the
three unofficial Project members was visited twice.

Aswas the case tn Year 1, Year 2 visits were usually a half-day in length, but on several
occastons more tinie was spent. What occurred during school visits was typically dictated by
teacher requests. Typical school visitactivities were: (a) observations of the entire class or
individual students;, (b) assessment of individual student performance; (¢) consultation on a
vanety of topies; and (d) the demonstratton of instructional ot assessment technigues. Each
visttation ended with the Umiversity staft mecting with the participants and providing
information about teacher requests. In addition, suggestions were of ten made about matters
other than those requested by the tcachers. At some sites, the Umiversity staff also met wath the
prnncipal and other stafl members regarding matters reiated to the Project.

Questions 15 through 19 were designed to assess the visitatton portion of the Project (see
Appendix A) (‘m‘cn that visits were only carried out tor the erght teachers (seven othicial and

one unotfictal participants), three respondents consistently did not provide answers to
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questions 15 through 19. Of these three respondents, one was likely a resource teacher who

did not have a classroom to visit and two were unofficial members who did not recerve visits,

15. How helpful were observations/suggestions made during the school visits
in focusing the intent of the Program?

Comments/suggestions for improvement.

Five (45.5%) of the respondents thought that the site visits were "very uscful” and 3
(27.3%) behieved them to be "somewhat uscful®. Three (27.3%) participams did not respond
to the yuestion. As stated above, the non respondents most hikely inciuded onc resource
teacher and two unofficial participants. Responses to the "comments/suggestions for
tmprovement” scetion of the question produced the following:

e "l don't have a classtoom. So [ did not answer #15 - 19."

«  "Teacher be {reed to debrief; without handling the class at the same tme. Wntten
questions & objectives & strategics given to Dr. B. pnor to lesson -- tocus on these
during debnefing.”

o "My room was not vistited per sc as mine was not the target group.”

e "Asof now [ haven't been visited at my school.”

16. How helpful were the school visits in assisting you to make connections
between the material/content presented in the sessions at St. Francois
Xavier Elementary School and what you do with kids?
Comments/suggestions for improvement.

Five (45.5%) respondents reported that the site visits were "very useful® in assisting
them to make connections between workshop matenial and teaching practice and 3 (27.3%) felt
that the visits were "somewhat useful”. Three (27.3%) participants did not respond to the
question. A gain, the non respondents may have been one participating resource teacher and
tw o unofficral members who were not visited. Only onc of the 11 respondents provided a

comment for this question.

e "Butat tmes I'm stifl very contused.”

bomet
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17. Overall, when comparing all of the components of the Reading/Writing
Immersion Project (i.c., sessions at the St. Francois Xavier Elementary
Scheol and school visits) during Year Two, how important were the
school visits made by Gerry and Paul?

Comments/suggestions.

Three (27.3%) of the respondents rated the site visits as "the most important component”
ol the Project and 4 {36.49%) others rated the visits as "equal in importance” to the other
components of the Project. One (9.1%) participant fclt the visits were "not as important” as
other Proje.t components and 3 (27.3%) did not respond to the question. The following
comments and suggestions were made:

¢ "Since I wasin the Project unofficially in Year One, | regarded these visits as an -
opportunity to have Dr. B. observe me "in-action®. This then would help me know
if T had indced implemented the theory appropniately, effectively & efficiently.”

*  "You arc able to be more specific regarding your own students.”

18. Compared to Year One, do you feel that the increase in the number of
school visits was a good decision?

Comments/suggestions.

Of the c1ght participants who responded to this question, 3 (27.3%) replied "do not
know" because they were not part of the Project in Year 1 and 5 (45.5%) replied "yes". Two
of the respondents provided a comment. The comments made were as follows:

o “Iwasapartof Year One, but did not have school visits.”

o "I'fecl itis important for those who arc 1n the project for their first year.”

19. Do you have any other comments/concerns that you would like to add
about the school visits?

Three (27.3%) participants responded to the question. The comments or coneerns were
as follows:

o "I'would hke to see all Project members 1in one school visited at one ume. % of
tme with cach teacher could vary. During debnefing all teachers would benefit
from “good” points, "tmprovements” as well as adding other insights to the
strategics, students & become aware of strength of a student that could be their's 1n
another year."

.o "Ewas very-.comfortable with the school visits. They were done tna very non-
threatening way - Never did | feel that my teaching methods were being eriucized of
cvaluated.”
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"Make 1t required that teacher's present in written form exactly whatitis they ask
Drs. Bravi & Madak to observe, assist & comment , 1n advance.”

Summary. All respondents stated that the site visits were cither "very useful” or
"somcwhat uscful” and the vast majority thought that the visits were "as important” as other
componcents of the Project or "the most important” component. 1t was also found that those
respondents who had been in the Project in Year | felt that the decision to increase the num? er
of school-visits in Year 2 was a good onc. The majonity of the few wntten comments that were
madc were pasitive in na.lurc. Itis likely that one resource teacher and two unofficial Project
members represented the majonty of the non respondents in this secuon and that this was duce
to the fact that they were not observed during site visits.

Finally, when the Year 2 results were compared to Year 1 results, it was found that they
were almost tdentical. The only difference between the two years concerned the fact tha.l In
Y car 2 participants did not request that the number of site visits be incrcased. Therefore, 1t
would appear that increasing the number of site vistts in Year 2 had addressed the concemns

capressed by Project participants in the Year 1 evaluation.
\)

PProject Expectations

Five questions in this section attempted to examine how closely Project (a) matched
expectations of what it would be, (b) utility, (¢) confidence in reaching expectations, and (d)
time cxpenditure matched participant cxpectancics (see questions 20-24, Appendix A). Finally.
onc question asked them for addiional comments or suggestions about the amount of time
taken by the Project.

20. At this point in time how similar is the Project to what you expected it to
be? I it is not what you thought, how is it different?

Seven (63.6%) of the respondents to the question tndicated that the Project was “very
close”™ to what they thought it would be, 2 (18.2% ) stated 1t was "somcwhat close” to what
they thought it would be and 2 (18.2%) noted that it was "not al all close” to what they thought

iwould be  Toltow -up analysis of the data indicated that the participants who found the
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Project to ditfer trom what they expected were the new membess. Those who had partcipated
in the Project in Year 1 were more likely to indicate that it was "very close” to what they had
cxpect. There were two comments about how the Project differed from their expectancices for
it

» "I had no information on the course before I started, other than it would be very
uscful for me to take. (and it was extremely uscful!)”

e "lt1s not diffcrent, 1 just wasn't sure what to expect.”

21. Is the Project turning out 1o be as useful to you as you thought it would
be? Comments/suggestions for improvements.

Seven (63.6% %) respondents stated that "yes" the Project was "very useful” and 3
(27.3%) indicated that it was "somewhat useful” to them. Onc (9.1%) participant replied that
the Project was "not very useful” to them. The respondent who did not feel that the Project
was very uscful commented that "Need more strategies, new techniques in working with "at-
nsk' students.® The one additional comment made by a respondent was:

o "It has made mc very aware of my objectives, how I go.about to achicve them and
making my results or achicvements mcasurable.”

22. At this pbinl. how confident are you that your expectations for the Project
will be reached? Why or why not?

Five (45.5% ) respondents felt that they were "somewhat confident” about having their
expectations met and 3 (27.3% ) stated that they were "very conhident” that their expectations
would be reached. One (9.1%) indicated that they were "not very confident” about having their
evpectations metand 2 (18.2%) p.arllupanw did not respond to the question. The respondent
who was not very confident that their expectations for the Project would be reached commented
"Strategics, strategics, strategics, please.”

The following arc partictpant comments made by those who felt “somewhat confident”

about having their expectations met.

* "My job may change. Division pull out backing, | am concerned for Year Four,
How supportive is diviston” Will they expecet thus all to take place on teachers’ own
tme or will they still devote pard tme somewhat?*

o o f
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e "My class s too great a load for any 1 teacher - I often feel somewhat
overwhelmed.”

*  "There were a lot of outside interferences that may have hampered the results.”

The following arc participant comments made by those who were "very confident” that
their expectations for the Project would be reached:

s "The cxpectation that this course would be useful was definitely reached. But, my
own goals for my students, in a lot of tests won't be reached -- Too many goals,
too little class ime, trying to work 1n all educational aspects with limited resources
including lack of experience.”

e "The Project has helped me become specific with goals and objectives.”

Finally, onc of the respondents who did not respond to the furst half of the question

reported:

« "I didn't have any definite expectauons for the Project. What I decided on for my
spectfic expectations fo,” my students in the Project I am confident we stnived hard
to reach. That 1s showing growth.”

23. The time | spent on the Project this year was more or less than |
expected?

Four (36.4% ) of the respondents noted that they had spent "a bit more tme” than they

had expected. Three (27.3%) participants thought they had spent "just about the amount of

ume” they had expected and 1 (9.1% ) felt she had spent "much more ume” than expected.
Three (18.2%) partictpants reported that they had spent "a bit less than” they had expected. No
differences were found between first ime participants and participants who had been in the
Project for two years.

24. Do you have any additional comment/concerns/suggestions to make
regarding the amount of time taken up by this Project in Year Two?

Only onc comment/concern/suggestion was made -- "1 was very interested and just
wanted to savor all 1 could.”

Summany In most instances the Project was mecting participant expectations. The
magortty of the participants felt that the Project was very close to what they thought 1t would be,

that 1t was turning out to be very usclul to them and that they were confident that therr
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cxpectations for the Project would be reached. Those who expressed concems about krowing
what the Project was about, were more likely to have been first ime Project members.

Finally. the participants were about cqually split in believing that the ume spent on the
Project was justabout what they expected or somewhat more than they had expected. Three
individuals felt that they had a bit less time than they expected.

When a comparison between Year 1 and Year 2 results was conducted, it was found that
participants in Y car 2 were more likely to report that the Project was very uscful to them. The
only other difference found between Year 1 and Y car 2 responses was that while nonc of the
participants in Year | reported that the Project took less ime than they expected, three

participants 1in Ycar 2 reported that they spent a bit less time than they expected.

Support For The Project

The two questions 1n this section attempted to acquire participant raings of (a) the
unn erstty staff members' participation in the Project and (b) the support provided by their
school's adnuasstration (sec questions 25a-j and 26 1n Appendix A).

25. In your opinion, how would you rate the University Staff in the areas
listed below? Comments/suggestions for improvement.

Ten (90.9% ) respondents thought University staff members "always™ (a) were
approachable, (b) treated them as profcssionals (¢) were willing to answer their questions and
(d) empathized with the problems they had to deal with in their classtooms. Nine (81.8%)
indicated that the University staff members "always” (a) valued their opinions and (b)
suggested rather than dictated or enticized. Eight (72.7%) noted that they "always” (a) looked
tor and cncouraged their input, (b) made suggestions that were useful to them and (¢) helped
them to teel more confident about what they did in their classrooms. Finally, seven (63.6%)
thought that University staff "always" tned to make the Project challenging to them.

Al other responses indicated that the University staff members "sometimes™ did afl of the
above things. Follow-up analysis indicated that partictpants who had taken part in the Project

tor two vears were more hikely to has e reported that University staft "somctimes” (a) made




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Teacher Surveys: Year Two
p Page 22
useful suggestions to them and (b) tned to make the Projeet challenging to them than werce first
umc members.

Only onc comment was madce -- "They try to make the Project challenging 1n a good
way.”

26. In your opinion, how would you rate the support being provided to this

Program from your school's administrator(s)?

Comments/suggestions for improvements.

Of the 11 respondents, 9 (81.8% ) indicated that they thought their admimistrator had
provided "very goed” support to the R/WI Project and 2 (18.2%) indicated that "good™ support
had been proided. The following comments and/or suggestions for improvement were
provided.

« "Atumes | wonder how much they actually know about whatis going on. Do they
have a copy of the goals, do they know/observe the teacher's implementation of
them? If at umes we try | method only to throw it out & re-do it a different way do
they understand or cniticize 7"

« "l don't feel there was enongh communication between the principal and the
classroom teacher. It seemed that budget and other admimistrative issues were only
discussed with the participating resource tcacher. Support from the administrator
was good, however, 1 question whether he was truly interested in the project. |

was never asked any questions, cte.”

»  "There was insufficient carry over from the previous personnel in our school (1.c..
teacher & resource involved at our school).”

e “Inour situation we did not see the carry over that we should have had from
schoal.”

Summany. In gencral, f’rmccl participants scemed very sausfied with the support
provided by the Umiversity staff members. Furthermore, all of the respondents indicated that
they thought their school administrator provided either "very good™ or "good® support for the
Project. The comments indicated that some partictpants were concerned about their
administrator's.understanding of the Project goals or communtcation of these. In addition,
some telt the carry over from Year | to Year 2 could have been done more cfficiently.

A comparison between Year [ and Yew 2 for Umversity support indicated only small

differences  In both cases, the majority of the rzspondents reported that University staff
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"always" provided support in the ten areas questioned. Concerming principal support, Year 2
results indicated an improvement in principal support. In Year | five of the partxcnban& rated
their principal as having provided poor support for the Project, whilc in Year 2 all of the
participants rated their pnncipal as providing "very good® or "good” support. However, the
wrtten comments did point out that there were still some problems assoctated with

commumication and carry over of the Project from Year 1 to Year 2.

Program Uscfulness and Final Comments

The final scction of the survey asked questions that exanuned the overall uscfulness of
the Project and participant suggestions for improving it. This section was composed of five
questions (questions 27a-f to 31) which can be found in Appendix A.

27. Based on your experiences with the Project, how would your rate the
following items? Comments.

All 11 (100.0% ) participants stated that: (a) they were trying out some of the idcas and
instructional techmiques introduced by the Project and (b) they had alrcady adopted somc of
these tdeas and techniques as part of their instructional program. Ten (90.9%) reported that the
Project had helped them to improve their teaching skills. A total of 8 (72.7%) reported that the
intormation presented to them so far had been “very useful”, 2 (18.2%) reported that the
information provided to them so far had been "useful™ and 1 (9.1%) reported thatit had been
"somewhat useful”. The results indicated that 8 (72.7%) of the respondents reported that they
were 1005 certain that they will make changes to what they do 1n the classroom, while 3
(27.3% ) stated that they were "85% certan” they would make changes. When asked if they
had noticed changes in their students’ performance, 8 (72.7%) stated that they have alrcady
"noticed many positive changes” and 3 (27.3% ) reported that they had noticed "a few positive
changes®

None of the participants reported that: (a) the Project had not been usetul: (b) they had
notadopted any of the ideas or instructionai techmiques provided in by the Project; (¢) they had

not seen positive changes in thew students' performance; nor (d) they had not tned any of the
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instructional techmques presented. Only 1 (9.1%:) participant thought that the Project had not

helped them to improve their teaching skills.

Follow-up analysis indicated that participants who had been 1n the Project for two years

were apt to be less positive in their responscs to the questions on (a) uscfulness of the

information provided so far, (b) their certainty about making changes to what they doin the

classroom, and (¢) with regards to sceing positive changes in the performance of their students

than were first tme participants. While these differences were not large, we felt that they

should be pointed out to the reader.

The following comments were made:

"Those changes that 1 have made are from last year's time, not from this year.”
"Many postitive changes have already been made.”

"Just moved down to Primary -- given this appotntment s much better than taking
standard university courses to gain experience & knowledge in this arca.”

“It has helped me to decide how & to what mirumal level I would ke at-nsk
students in my class, to attain.”

"But a person has to want to change and work hard atit.”

28. Name/describe some changes that you have made in your classroom
during Year Two that are a result of this Project.

Ten (90.9%) participants described 19 changes that were a direct result of the Project.

The changes are as foliows:

"I don't have a classroom.”

"Teaching toward more spectfic goals and letting the students know the goals we
arc trying to achieve. Basic goals are shared. We have a direction to go in to get
where we want to be. [ have used specific class motivations, like charung their
growth visually. I have given them ownership of some of the goals, (reading &
Dolch words) which they cnjoy. To get a better understanding of stonies, we have

participated 1n involvement in play time, puppet shows and performing plays, and
inre-telling.”

"More writing -- a wider range of wnting classes. Attempting to tic parents into the
cquation of their child. 1.c., Reading logs, wnting letters, more published stones

"1. Objectine wntng: | have wiitten objectives in place that help me to focus my
teaching on specific skulls, cte.
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2. Testing & data collection: This has become an ongoing thing for me. 1 am
trying to be more organized in my collection of data.

3. Analyzngdata: | am able to identfy students having difficulty in a certan arca,
and make quicker decisions as to how to re-teach that skill.

4. Peer teaching: | have found that | tend to let students explain their thought
processes to cach other more so now."

. «  "Objccuves for special needs students (short and long-tcrm).”

+ "I was ablc to purchase more hbrary books for the students and have re-arranged
my classroom library to make books more accessible to the students. This has
cncouraged the home reading program also.”

» "Morc ecmphasis has been put on reading & testing the reading. 1 have become a
better evaluator - my evaluation tools & skills have improved - data is more rehable
& not so subjective - more impencal evidence has been gathered.”

"D Working morc with smatl groups.

2) Targeung specific arcas of weakness within those groups.

3) Using different methods to establish basclines.

4) Do more reading miscuc analysis.

Sy More oral retelling of stories.

6) Using information from #'s 4 & 5 to make impros cmcnls in reading.”

e - FEvaluate and recorded results much more efficieny.
- uscd assessment as on going process.
did more 1 on 1 teaching again.
- [ used more behavioral objectives to see my other goals met.”

"Although 1 was not a part of ycar one, the project helped me with sctung up my
cvaluation prceess.”

To provide some consistency with the Year 1 report, the items listed above were
classtiied 1n the four categones of (a) objectives and goals, (b) assessmentand evaluation, (<)
general instructional changes, and (d) specific instructional changes adopted. 1t1s noteworthy
that (a) the same number of changes were reported 1n both Year 1and Year 2 (19), (b) in Y ear
27 (36.8%) of the changes reported were related to the specification and assessment of student
performance (in Year it was 10 of 19), (¢) 5(26.8% ) were related to specific instructional
changes adopted, (d) 4 (21.1%) were related o objectives and goals, and (¢) 3 (15.8%)
changes were classified as general instructional changes. These results, therefore, overlap a

great deal with the results provide by the Year 1 evaluation.
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29. If you could change one thing about the Project, what would it be?

Ten (90 9%) of the ] parucipants mentioned 10 changes they would make in the

Project. The changes arc as follows:

“I would Itke more time spent on fcaring new: strategies to help students with the

rcading/wnting process. A re-hash of the previous year's info. 1s not a vahd usc of
my time."

"I think that on-site visits are very important because cach class has its own unique
situations that can't be dealt with in the group. [t would be mce if the ime and |
moncy could be found for everyone to benefit from this.”

"Increased time for both theory and the practical that1s observed. Observed in this
manner (non-authonty expert - - re: teacher evaluation within division) you feel free
to attempt things that have/are problem arcas. You don't have o "sct-up” the
situation so 1t works well. More of this s a good way *» expand your strengths &
minimize weakness.”

"I would change the role of the resource teachers. I'm not even surce what thair job
1s. Taking minutes al mectings? Going to the management meetings? 1 don't find

them helpful in my classroom situation. 1've learned to deat with lcarmng problems
on my own.”

“Determine a Ihvisional Co-ordinator for the Project (not necessaniy an
adminestrator).”

"The distance we need to trav el should be equalized for all.”
"Naothing.*

"I would Iike to have more 'hands-on' activities at the workshops. For example,
let's do a reading muscue or role play a ‘child led conference'.”

"I would just love to spend an entire year just studying the vanous aspeets of
reading and become more proficient in teaching strategies.”

"I would like to sec the on site visits take place first. Discuss speaific strategies,
then be able to discuss with the group what you did and how 1t went.”

Three of the 10 comments were general comments related to the importance of the site

visits - One participant suggested that the site visits take place before the study sessions, onc

suggested increased discussion ime and one suggested thateven the unofficial members be

able to have stte visits Two other participants suggested that additional teaching strategies be

presented to participants 1o the arcas of reading and wning. The remaiming suggestions Were.

making changes o the role of the resouree teachers in the Projeet, adding a Divisional co-
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ordinator for the Project, that the distance participants had to travel to attend the study sessions
be cqualized for everyone, and providing more *hands on activities' as part of the study group
SCSSIONS.

When a comparison of suggestions made was carned out for Year 1 and Year 2, only onc

similanty was found. This similanty involved the stated importance of the site visits.

However, Ycar 1 participants were more specific in their recommendations. Thatis, they

cvpressed the desire to have the number of site visits increased while Year 2 comments appear

to be more general in nature. The remaiming suggestions did not overlap at all.

30. Given what has taken place between the start of the Project and now, do
you have any suggestions that you have not already made earlier in this

survey for improving the Reading/Writing Immersion Project? If so,
what are they?

Four (36.47% ) participants provided additional comments. Two of these five individuals
stated that they had no further suggestions to make for improving the Project. Therefore. only
tw o suggestions for improvement were actually made. The suggestions are as follows:

e "l fecl that some teachers involved with the project felt or are sull fechng hike they
were fforced” into participating. [ am guessing that this 1s why some people don't
bring work samples or discuss their students at the mectings.”

"I don't think that the administrators were very open about this project from the
beginning. Maybe these feclings could have been avoided if the teachers had been

given a chance to decide for themselves whether they would participate or not.”

¢ "There should be tme for teachers to observe and consult with one another in
classroom sctungs.”

¢ "Nonc."
*  "None!"

When a companson of Year | and Year 2 responses was made, the main difference found
was that fewer comments were provided to this question in Year 2. In Year |10
comments/suggestions were made while only two were made in Ycear 2. However, it was
found that the two suggestions made in Y car 2 had also been made in Year 1. The most
common theme i Y car [ was that there was a need to provide participants with a more

adequate introduction to the Project. The suggestions made 1n Y car 2, howesver, added the
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comment that some teachers may have been forced into taking partin the Project. Finally, in
last year's results, there were also a number of comments related to increasing the opportumitics

for participants to visit cach other's classrooms.

31. Do you have any other comments/concerns that you would like to add, but
haven't been asked?

Only two additional comments were provided by participants to this quesuon, and one of
them was that they had nothing further to add. The comments are as follows:

o "I'd like to thank the Division for allowing mysclf & others to benefit from this
Project in addition to the Provincially funded teachers.*

*+  "No!"

Compared t¢ Year 1, far fewer comments were made in Ycar 2 (7 participants in Year 1,
2an Year 2).

Summary. A large majonty of the participants indicated that they had learncd a number
ol new skills and were already using them in their classrooms. The two most common
changes reported were the utthization of — ore assessment and varied assessment strategies, and
the utihization of ditferent classroom tewching strategies (c.g.. small group work; peer tcaching;,
oral retelling of stories; cte.). Participants also indicated that the Project had resulted inan
impros ement in therr teaching skills and that they had observed a number of posttive changes in
thetr students' performance. Comments made by the participants also reaffirmed the pereeived
importance of the site visitations to the success of the Project.

In Year 2 fewer comments were made regarding suggested changes to the Project. A
large number of participants cither made no comment about change or stated that they felt no
change was nceded. Some suggestions that were made included (a) spending more group
sesston ume on new reading and wnting strategices, (b) the need for more adequate participant
introduction to the Project, (¢) more hands on actisities 1in the group sessions, (d) chunging the

role of the resouree teachers in the Projeet, and (¢) adding a Divisional co-ordinator to ovensee

the Project
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The Report Wanting Process

Duning the first year of the RZWI Project the teachers were responsible for wnting Project
Implementation Plans for Y car 2 and Student Gutcome Reports. The Project Implementation
Plans were used as part of the submission to the Student Support Branch of Manitoba
Education and Training for Year 2 funding. In Year 1, Student Outcome Reports werc in-
house documents and viewed as trial runs for the reports that are to be wntten in Years 2 and 3
of the Project In Year 2 teachers were responsibic to provide Student Outcome Reports to
both the Diviston admimstration and the Student Support Branch of Manitoba Education and
Traimng.

Umiversity staff provided the Project participants with matenals and instruction related to
report wnting. Time was spent during study group sessions and site visits discussing how to
assess students and how to collect the data for their Student Outcome chorts,‘ In addition,
three full-day report wrnting sesstons were added to the number of group sessions. These
report wrting days took place on the St 10t and 19th. of May 1994. As part of these
three days, participants made use of the computer lab at St. Francors Xavier School to wrnite
thetr reports. University staff assisted participants with the organization of their data, the
display of the data and the wniting of conclusions. The three days also provided participants
the opportunity to share and discuss thetr reports with cach other and the University staff
members .

In order to evaluate the writing study group sessions, a short survey was designed by the
Uriversity statl. The survey contained a total of seven questions (sec Teacher Survey - Part B,
Appendin B)  These questions had been used 1n Year 1 to assess the assistance participants
recetved 1n the first vear of the Projectin report writing. As stated above, the survey was
handed out 1o the participants at the end of the third day on 19 May 1994,

Since only the classroom teachers were required to wrte reports, notall 11 of the Year 2

participants attended the report writing sessions. Therefore, surveys were given out onfy o the

o
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9 parucipants who attended the wnung sesstons. A total of 8 (88.9%) participants returned a
completed or pur_l'_lall.\' compieted survey. Renunder phone calls werc made to all participants
dunng the first week in June. When only 8 surveys werc reccived by 10 June 1994, the
dectsion was made to analyze the data and complete the final report.

Ot the B participants who completed Part B, 6 (75.0%) were official members of the
Project and 5 (62.5% ) were 1n their first year of the Project. Given that imuial data analysis
1ound no differences among first and second year participants, the data was presented as a
single group  In order to maintan confidenually, the data was not presented by "official --
unotficiai* classifications. The results of Part B arc presented in Appendix B.

1. How helpful were the University staff in assisting you in writing your
final school report? Comments/suggestions:

AR (100.0% ) of the respondents indicated that the University staft members had been
“very helpful” in assisting them with report wnting. Two of the respondents made the
following comments:

o “ltwaswell guided & well followed.

¢ "The outhine was very helpful. Having Paul at the school for all three days was
also very helptul.”

When the above results were compared to Year 1, 1t was found that Year 2 parucipants
rated the helplulness of the assistance they received much higher. This improved rating could
be aresult of two factors. First, Year 2 included three workshop sessions that only dealt with
teport wnting while in Year 1 no such workshops were conducted. During Year | the wriung
of the reports was discussed, but this discussion was spread out over the course of the year
and the participants wrote the reports by themselves.

Sceond. a number of the Year 2 participants had the expenence of wnting a report in Y car '
1 and therefore many have felt more at case with the writing process. However, it shoutd be
noted that only 3 (37 577 of the Year 2 narticipants had the Year 1 expenence. Theretore, this
sevond possibility can not by itselt account for the improved ratings the winting process

tecenedin Year 2
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2. How useful was writing the final school report in helping you to make
connections between the material/content presented in the sessions at St.
Francois Xavier Elementary School and what you do with kids?
Comments/suggestions:

Six (75.0%) rcxpondcnl.lhoughl that writing the final school reports was "very uscful” in
helping them make connections between the material/content present in the study group
sesstons and what they did with their students. One (12.5%) participant thought that report
writing was "somewhat useful” in helping them to make these connections and 1 (12.5%) did
not respond to the question. The comments and/or suggestions madc are as follows:

¢ "I have a much better tdea of what I intend to do in Scpt. next year.”

« "Itwas extremely uscful to tic all things together & to actually sec how obtarnable
vour goals & objectives were."

Once agaun, when Year 1 results were compared to Year 2, it was found that participants

in Year 2 were more positive in therr ratings. This was likely due to (1) the fact thatin Year 1

the survey was admuinistered before most participants had written thetr reports and (2) thatin

Y car 2 three additional workshop sessions provided specific time for participants to sitdown

and do their planming. In Year 1, participants had to find therr own tme in order to plan and

write their final reports.

3. How useful was writing the final school report in helping you to develop
an implementation plan for Year 3 of the Project?
Comments/suggestions:

Sin (75 0% ) stated that wniting the final school report was "very usctul™ in helping them
to develop an implementation plan for Y car 3, and 2 (25.0%) reported 1t was "somewhat

usclul™. The comments and/or suggestions made arc as follows:

e "l alrcady can visualize a plan, organize and construct assessment that should be
done throughout the vear.”

"It helped me to dectde which evaluation tools were casy Lo usc of which ones were
o difficult. Also, it made me see which objectives were speaific enough or not.”

e "It has made me more aware of the need for precise objectives and the ongoing need
tor carcful documentation of students abihties and work samples.”

D
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It 18 obvious from the aboy e comments that for those participants, the reports had a
posttin ¢ impact on the development of an Implementation Plan for Year 3. A companson with

Y car 1 indicated that, again, that Year 2 participants rated the report wiling process as more

usciul than did Year 1 parucipants. However, once again onc must rcmember that in Year 1

most participants had not written their reports prior to filling out the survey.

4. How useful was writing the final school report in helping you te evaluate
the value of the Project to your professional development?
Comments/suggestions:

Seven (87.5%) individuals thought wrting the final school report was "very useful” in
helping them to evaluate the value of the R/WI Project, 1 (12.5%) stated 1t was "somewhat

usetul”. The following comments and/or suggestions were made:

e "I have a better idea of my strengths and weaknesses and know what I need to
work on.”

o “ltwasavery good lcarning year. Things were spread out to have a chance to
absorb matenal, work with 1t, record 1t to see the results and to be able to evaiuate
the effcctiveness of the project regarding reading & wnting progress of children.”

* "It has made me more aware of my students’ needs and helps to concentrate on the
small steps leading to the larger goal.”

As 1n questions 1-3 above, the responsces to this question were posttive, and were again
more positive than those obtained 1 Year 1. The report writing process in Year 2 appears to
have really helped the participants to identily their own growth, Again, it must be remembered
that the caveats mentioned aboye also apply to this question.

S. How useful was writing the final school report in helping you to evaluate
the progress made by the students involved in the Project?
Comments/suggestions:

Al 8 (100.0% ) of the participants who responded to Part B of the surv ey reported that
the wniting process was *very useful” in helping them to evaluate the progress made by therr
students. The comments made by the tour participants who responded to the open-ended
portion of this question were as follows:

o "lt1s good to see the proof of progress the students have made thes year.”

o "All progress becomes cleatly recorded and accounted for

Q
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e "Graphing results really made you sce thetr progress.”

o "Even though the progress vaned to quite a degree, 1t was gratifying to see that al}
children made progress and that many skilis were developing even though it
couldn't be shown in graphs.”

The report wnting process appears to have played a key role 1n the participanty abihty to
tdenufy and document student growth. Also, Ycar 2 participants found the report wnting
process to be much more useful than did Yeur 1 parucipants. One more, 1t must be

remembered that the caveats mentioned above also apply to this question.

6. What additional assistance could have been provided in Year Two that
would have helped you in writing your final school report?

A total of 4 (50.0%) participants responded to this question and provided witten
comments. The specific comments made by these individuals were:
« "Itmight have been casier for us to visualize the final dataf the graphing and
writing of information had been charted after the initial bascline information was

gathered.”

o "Three davs wasn't enough to write the report but [ can't scc us getting any morc
days!?”

e "The School Board did provide computer lessons for all interested teachers. This
certanly helped in the report writing. But, | sull have not developed cnough skills
to make using a computer {or the report an casy task. The three days
computer/report assistance were essential. | could have benefited from more.”

e "1) Some time spent showing us how to use the computer program to write the

report & make use of the charts: time to practice this to famihanze ourselves
2)  Time to write ouvkey board our initial findings (bascline data) carly in the year
(Nov, - Dec )"
From the abov e comments 1t can be seen that two main concerns were expressed. First,
1t would appear that the participants would have hiked to have had more time allocated to the
report wnting process, and second they felt that the process should have begun carher in the

vear

7. Do you have any other comments/concerns you would like to add about
writing the final school report?

The following comments o1 concerns were expressed.
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e "Not having the proper program on the computers 1n the home school computers
made things challenging. 1've found testing a real challenge 1in my particular
classroom."

e “ltsalotof work!”
¢ "lappreciated having the group time with your help.”
+ "Excclient support through process - computers, using graphs & tables.
Time given for report writing is very valuable as well as tcacher coverage
(substitute costs). Thank you! both!! Peer interaction was great!”
o "Wrnting the final report will be much casier the second year after having had the
cxpenienee this year!
Thank you! | enjoved this course and [carned a lot!™
Summany. Based on the informaucn collected form Part B of the Teachers' Survey it
can be concluded that the addition of the three workshop sesstons on report wnting provided a
viluable experience for Project participants For the maost part those members who took partin

the three day workshop thought the following:

[, the University staft members were helpful 1n assisting them wath the report wnting

Process;

2. the report wniting process helped them to make connections between study group
matenial and classroom practice;

k

writing the final report helped them to des elop an impiementation plan for Year 3 of
the Project, '

4. hinal report wnting helped them to evaluate the value of the Project to their
professional development;

S. wnung the final report helped them to evaluate student progress;

6 when compared to Ycar 1, the report writing process was rated far more posiuvely in
Year 2; and,

7 the three additional sesstons appear to have provided partcipants with the report
writing support that Ycar 1 participants {clt was missing.
Conclusions and Recommendations
We beliey e that bullding relationships between public schools and umiversities is ditheult,
but it is worth the ettort. Tos quite hikely a very necessany process The twosnstitutions

working together on an ongoing basts results in impros ed practice at both the school and
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unmversity levels. Effective change does not occur through mandates from the central office or
higher admimistration. It results from building- and department-level imtiatives by dedicated
professionals. |

On the basis of the results of the teacher surveys, it was concluded that though there were
some muinor problems in the Project, overall it was a success. Not only was the Project
successfully continued 1n the original Grade 1 classrooms, but it was also successfully
expanded into Grade 2 classrooms. The comments from the participating teachers were

rencrally, very positive. The goals and objectives of the Project have been mel.
B ) Y P 8 ] ]

Recommendations.

1. On the basis of the results of the teacher survey, the White Horse
Plain School Division No. 20 should encourage and support the
continuation of the R/WI Project within the three funded schools and
the two non-funded schools.

2. Given the teachers' perceptions concerning the success of the R/WI
Project in the funded and non-funded schools, the White Horse Plain
School Divisioa No. 20 and Student Support Branch of Manitoba
Education and Training should encourage and support its expansion
into additional schools.

Mccungs

Dunng the second year of the Project, study group meetings were viewed as well
organized, valuable, worthwhile and/or helpful. The collaborative approach was scen as being
of particular value. All but onc of the participants were "very satisficd" with the opportunities
they had for input into the mectung agendas. The participants also felt that their suggestions
were given very adequate consideration. The location of the mectings, at St. Francors Xavier
School, was thought to be convement for the majonty of partucipants. Finally, reducing the
tull-day mectings to halt-days and increasing the number of school visits in Year 2 was rated
by the participants as a success.

Recommendations.

3. Study group mectings were an important aspect of the Project and
should be continued for the new members that are bought on board.
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Given the success of the half-day meetings, it is recommended that
they be continued.

4. Study group sessions should continue in their present format.

S. In Year 3 each site should hold study group meetings that include the
original Project participants and the extension ieachers.

6. During Year 3 there should be a smail number of meetings that bring

together the participants from each site. The main purpose of such
meetings would be to network for sharing and support.

Matenals and Readings

Survey data showed that the partucipants that the readings were of high quality, provided
wseful new information and helped them to bring into focus already known information. They
also thought that the follow-up provided by the University staff members was very adequate.
An overwhefming number of the respondents stated that they were able 1o suggest
materialsireadings for use in the group. The onc suggestion was that four of the participants
felt that they could handle a "bit more" information than was presented to them in the form of

matenals and readings.

Site Visits

Site visits were rated as cither equal inimportance to other components of the Project or
the most important component. The participants who at the end of Year 1 had requested an
increase 1n the number of site visitations were happy with the changes that occurred in Year 2
o increase those visits The participants also stated that these visits were conducted ina non
threatening way and helped bridge the gap between theory and practice. Onc common
suggestion was that participants should have their questions and/or what they want the
University stalf to observe written down prior to the visit.

Recornmendations.

7. Site visits should continuc to be an integral part of the Project and

that the number of visits established for Year 2 remain the same for
Year 3.
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Project Expectations

[n most instances the Project met participant expectations and most indicated that it was
similar to what they expected 11 10 be. The majonty of the respondents stated that the Project
was useful to them and that they were confident it would continue 1o meel their expectations.
The most significant {inding from this section of the survey was that Y ear 2 participants werc
morc hkely than Year 1 participants to have said that they found the Project to be useful to
them. Since Ycar 2 included the Year 1 participants, it might be concluded that the Project's
percetved usefulness increased as they became more confident in their newly developed skills.

While four of the respondents noted that they had spent more time on the Project than
expected, three {elt they had spent less time than expected and three felt that they had spent
about what they had expected to spend.

The most serous concern expiessed 1n this section of the survey was that some
parucipants did not think that they had been adequately familiarized with Project goals prior 10
its unplementation. However, those who expressed this concern were more Likely to have been
new o RIWHin Year 2

Recommendations.

8. When new members enter the Project, school administrators and
University staff should do a more thorough job in familiarizing them

with the Project format and goals, and in the role participants are
expected to play.

Support for the Project

The participants werce vervy satisfied with the support provided by the University staff
members. The majority indicated that the support provided by their school administrator was
very good. However, a few respondents noted that they would like to see communications

between themselves and the school's admimistrator improve,
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The Report Wniing Process

As was stated carlier, the report writing support was provided through a three day
workshop format. In order to assess the support provided, Part B of the Teachers' Survey
was distnibuted on 19 May 1994 (sec Appendix B for a copy of the survey). Ninc of tue 1
partictpants took partin the workshops and were given surveys to complete.

Overall, Project participants thought that the University staff provided useful assistance
during the report writing prm:e.s's. The reports were perceived as helping them to make
connections between theory and practice, develop a plan for Year 3, evaluate the value of the
Project, and make judgments about student progress. The results also indicated that the
participants were more positive 1n their comments about the report wrting process in Year 2
than was the case in Year 1. This was hkely due to (1) the fact thatin Ycear | the survey was
administered betore most participants had wntten their reports and (2) thatin Year 2 three
additional workshop sessions provided specifte time for participants to sit down and do then
planning.

Recommendations.

9. Implementation Plans and Student Outcome Reports should continue
to be written, and the teacher participants should be responsible for
their production.

10. University staff should continue to provide support for the report
writing process and that the number of sessions established for Year
2 remain the same for Year 3. o

11. The report writing process should be initiated sooner in the year with

participants beginning the data recording stage as soon as they have
completed collecting their baseline data.

Project Usefulness and Final Comments

A large percentage of the paricipants stated that they had learned a number of new skills
and were already using these in their classrooms. 1t was noteworthy that the most often
specified new skills were related o utihzation of different teaching strategies and assessing

student progress

EI{IC 39

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Teacher Surveys: Year Two
Page 39

Y

A majority of the respondents indicated that the Project had resulted in a number of

positive changes in their students' performance. However, first year parucipants were more

likely to fecl that their students had made positive gains as a result of the Project than were
Participants who have been in the Project for two years. Given the gencral positive comments
about the Project by sccond year participants, we do not know why this difference was found.

Recommendations.

12. The Project should continue to emphasize teacher specification of
student performance objectives and teacher assessment of student
outcomes.

Concluding Remarks

Responses to the Teacher Survey correspond very closely with the nine conditions
McGowan (1990) idenuficd as necessary for effective collaboration.! Farst, collaboration takes
tme and the willingness to expend the necessary time. We believe that the partucipants
cxhibited this willingness throughout Year 1, and therr attendance at mectings and their report
writing attest to this fact.

Sccond, the individuals involved in the collaboration must sce benefits for their
institutions and themselves. Teacher pereeptions about estabhishing specific performance
objectives and assessing student outcomes highlight the importance of sccing benefits. In
addition. the collaborative cffort must address the real needs of all those involved. Participant
cmpowcrment assures that such 1ssucs are addressed.

Third. the formal lcadership of the involved institutions must be supportive. The support
the of adminmistration should articulated publicly. Also, they need to understand the issues
being studied and encourage therr staft to partictpate. The survey and our expenience indicated

that the White Horse Plan School Division No. 20 adnministration was publicly supportive of

U AMctiowan, Thonas M “Reflections of an Lxpenenced Collaborator * in Collaboration Budding
¢ ommaon Agendas, edited by Hennetta Schwarty. Washington, D C - Amencan Association of Colleges for
[ cacher Fducation, 1Oy
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the Project and encouraged staft parucipation. The spending of Division funds to allow
additional staft to participate exemplifies such support.

Fourth, a core group should be responstble for planming and setting prioniues. The
Management Commuttee, which was composed of teacher participants, school administrators,
Studeni Support Branch consultants and Universaty staft, served this purpose. Even though
this was a new role for some of the participants, their comments indicated they appreciated the
planning and decisions making opportunitics this commuttee and the study group afforded
them.

Five, mutual respectis essential for those engaged in a successful collaborative activity.
Survey comments and our observations indicated that this collegiality was established. All
partictpants (1.¢., school and umversity) were open to lcamn from cach other. We believe that
all of us felt we had valuable ideas to contnbute and that our colleagues accepted them as such

Sin, wollaborauon needs dircetion. The participants msust Know why they are there and
hasc a clear sense of what they would hke to accomplish. 1t was obvious that the
establishment of therr own specific student performance ()bjcéll\'cs was important for the
participants. 1t was equally important to them that the Projeet goals and format be clcarly
communicated. This, however, seemed to be a Project weakness.

Seven, at some point early in the collaboration, the group needs to set up an operstional
structure. Thes was done, but survey comments indicated that some participants felt sctting this
structure up took tme from other endeavors, Regardless, some flexible rules or operating
procedures need (o be established so that expectations are clear for all involved. The fact that
the participants were able o judge it expectations were being met indicates that the operational
structure was successful

Eight, a collaboratiy ¢ group should have one or more process models to guide its
deliberations We believe that the process models used in the group developed naturaliy rathet
than being pre-planncd. The entry level model was one that might be characterized as a shaning

madel that provided a non thicatening starting pomt
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Nine, a critical condition for successtul collaboration is the willingness to be flexible.
The participants ;rl thc R/WI cxemplified such willingness. They always attempted to
understand the perspectives of others and were willing to think about new ways of doing
things.

The form of collaboration used 1n the R/WI Projectis not quickly or casily established. It
depends on building mutual understardings, establishing trust, creating a structure for
implementing decisions, and making a serious comnutment over an extended period of ume.
Projects of this sort require that the participants overlook differences and work together toward

mutual goals. We believe that the R/WI participants exhibited the open communication, trust,

honesty and the long-term commitment required of those committed to making productive

change in classrooms,
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Appendix A

Teacher Survey And Results For Part A
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READING/WRITING IMMERSION: A DECISION MAKING LITERACY
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

TEACHER SURVEY
PART A

Apnl 14, 1994

Onc of the conditions of the tunding for this Project 1s that it be evaluated. The purpose of this
survey 1s to collect information from the participants in order to provide evaluative information
to the funder and also to provide information that wilf assist in making improvements, if
needed, to the Project. As previously discussed with you, all responses will be kept

~ completely confidential! Therefore, do not include your name anywhere on
this survey!

Since the sesstons on report writing will not take place untl May 5, 10 and 19, we have
decided to divide the sunvey mte two parts. Part A includes questions related to the Group
Sesstons and School Visits. Part B will include questions related to the Report Wnting
Sesstons. Dividing the sunvey into two Parts will not only assist us in getting our ycar cnd
repott completed on tme, but it should also make 1t caster for participants to respond. That s,
instead of having to complete onc rather long survey, the work has been divided into two
shorter components. Part B will be handed out to participants who take part tn the report
writing sesstions on May 19, 1994,

Please complete and return this survey in the envelop provided. In order to allow us adequate
time to analyze the results, please mai! the survey back to us by Friday, April 29, 1994
Atter the data has been compiled, 1t will be shared with you at one of our mectings.

Picasc read cach question carcfully. For cach question, find the response which best
represents your opinion and cirele_it. f you need more space for wnting 1in
comments/suggestions, use the back of the page. If you have any questions concerning the
survey, we will be more than happy to answer them (phone Paul at 474-8712). We would ke
to thank you n advance for taking the time to assist us 1n the very important task of evaluating
the Reading/Wnting Immersion Project.

Germy Bravy

Paul Madak
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The school § work 1n1s

9 (81.8%) 1
2 (18.2%) 2

) anofficial member of the Project.
) anunofficial member of the Project.

This s my

.y firstyear in the Project.

5 (45.5%)
54.5 sccond year in the Project.

(d
6 (54.5%)

1D —

MEETINGS

The mecttngs for the Reading/Wnung Immersion Program have been held at St. Francors
Xavier Elementary School. How do you feel about this location?

8 (72.7%) 1) thclocationis finc.
2 (18.2%) 2.) the location is too far from my home school.

1 (9.1%) 3.) ttdocs not matter to me where the mectings are held.

Raic the room 1n w hich the meetings have been held in by cirching the most appropnate
TeSPONsSC.

Very Ven
Good Good Poor Poor
room ts clean 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0 %
room 1s well lighted 100.0 % 0.0 % 0.0% 0.0%
size of the room 1s adequate 90.9% 9.1% 0.0 % 0.0%
temperatire of room 1s
comfortable 36.4% 45.5% 18.2% 0.0%

In vour opinion, how would you rate the overall organization of the meetings held so tar?

6 (54.5%) 1) mccungs have been very well organized.
4 (36.4%) 2.) mccungs have been well orgamzed
1 (9.1%) 3.) mectings have been poorly organized
) mectings have been very poorly organized.
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Comments/suggestions for improvement.

Too much repetiton and off task.

« 1 wish more people would have brought work samples and 1deas to share. Even
_ when we were wld to, people didn't. Maybe 1f it was made mandatory there would
be a greater cffort put forth.

« Sumctimes, too much time was spent on one area, such as the Miscue Analysis
which, 1 feel, could have been discussed in a much shorter ime.

+ notalways cnded up with learming of speaific but were sull important info.
provided.

Given that one of the main goals of this Project is that a coltaborative approach be utihized,
how satisfied are vou with the opportunitics you have had with regards to input into the
agendas of the mectings?

1.) very satisticd.
0 (0.0%) 2. somcwhatsausficd.
3.y somewhat dissatisfied.
) notat all sausfied.

Comments/suggestions for improy ements.

¢ Nothing new. Too much tme taken up with diagnostic and not cnough time with
strategies. Wnting was supposed to be our focus.

When vou have made suggestions with regisds to the meeting agendas, did you feel that
your suggestions were given adequate consideration?

1.) very adequate consideration.
2 (18.2%) 2.) adequatc consideration,
3) were considered, but not adequately.
) were not considered at all.

Comments/suggestions.
Based on suggestions received at the end of Year One, this year's group mectings Were a

half-day tong rather than a full-day and more time was given to school visits, Overall,
how would you rate this change?

9 (81.8%) 1) !hKked the halfaday mectings.
0 (0.0%) 2) Iddnotlkethe halt-day mectings
2 (18.2%) N/A
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Comments/suggestions

| can't compare the two, because 1 wasn't here last vear. But I would think that

half day sessions and more ime to on stte visits would be better if you are recerving
VISHS.

»  The school allowed us to work on the project for the second-half. Therefore,
suggestions, 1deas, or resources could be investigated immediately -- very
beneficial. Thanks.

¢ 1 appreciated the school visits.
»  We waste too much ume on the road. The other 1/2 day 1s not great for anything.
e 1 found the whole-day mectings were too long to sustain my attention,

»  The half day was good for material presentation but in my situation because of
distance the other half day was basically wasted.

11 MATERIALS/READINGS

7. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the reading and other professional maternals
that have been provided to you in Y car Two?

S (45.85%) 1) very hughquahty.
S (45.5%) 2 highquality.

0 (0.0%) 3.) poorquahty.

0 (0.0%) 4.) very poorquality.
1 (9.1%) Missing.

Comments/suggestions.

«  What reading matenals? There was nothing specifically new this year. The Pippin
Books were interesting reading, but nothing new and we never really discussed the
info.

o Not made aware ol what ts avarlable at the school.

8. Doyou feel that the reading and other professional matertals provided to you duning Year
Two have presented:

1 (9.1%) 1) mostly new inlormation.
9 (81.8%) 2.) ahalt-and-half mixture of new and old informaaon
1 (9.1%) 3) mostlyoldiformation that I atrcady knew

Q ‘47
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9. Overall, how would you rate the uscfulness of the reading and other professional matenals
provided to youin Year Two?

9 (81.8%) 1.) very usctul.

1 (9.1%) 2.)- somewhat uscful.
1 (9.1%) 3.) notvery uscful.
0 (.0.%) 4.) notatallusclul.

Comments/suggestions for improvement.
* No new strategies provided.

e After bemnganat for a year, | was able to understand & compliment
theories/matenals with a much improved confidence.

¢ We need more time to absorb & time to read.

o 1 would hke morce discusston and comments about professional matenals we have
read.

10. How would you rate the amount of information that has been provided to you in Y car
Two?

)y far too much matenal.

) justa hittle too much matenal to be read 1n one week,
3.) the nght amount.
)

)

could have dealt with a hittle more matenal cach week.
far too httle in the way of matenals/readings were provided.

Comments/suggestions for improvement.
»  We. 1 thought, were to concentrate on writing this year.
o Itis difficult to answer. Some weeks there was a fairly large amount of reading

maternial. Atother imes there was a minimal amount to read or none at all.

11. How adequate was the Unnversity Staft follow-up to the reading and other professional
matenals (... willingness to discuss/explain ideas presented in the materials/readings)?

9 (81.8%) 1) very adequale.
1 (9.1%) 2.) adequatc.
0 (0.0%) 3.) somewhatadequate

1 (9.1%) 4) notatall adequate.

Comments/sugpestions for improvement.
e Perhaps | was not "present”, but 1 don't remember any assigned readings.

o Impressive wilhingness to give assistanee.

O LA
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12. Do you feel that the reading and other professtonal matenals given to you in Year Two

covered the topic arcas that you thought would be covered when you started the Program
1n September 19937

§ (458.5%) 1) vyes, very few surpnscs.

2 (18.2%) 2.) ycs, butthere were a number of arcas I did not expect to be covered.
2 (18.2%) 3.) no,there werca lot of arcas covered that [ did not expect.

2 (18.2%) Missing. :

+ Personally 1 thought too much time was spent on miscues; but it was the deersion of
the majonty. | found the review beneficial.

e Did not know what to cxpect.

o Because I wasn't part of the Project the vear before I didn't know what to expect.

13. Were there topte arcas you would have hiked to have received matenals on, but did not?

'CS.
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If ves, what were those topic arcas?

¢« More and different strategies to help "at-risk kids™. 1 thought our focus was to be
writing, not reading miscuc analysis.

o« Speuific strategies to meet goals, because [ did not have the advantage of on-site
vistts. The testing deas we were given were excellent, but strategies to solve
problems were probably part of the on-site vistts.

+ I'manticipating recenving the student - led conference matenals.

e Perhaps some new teaching strategies.

+ 1 would have liked more matenal on teaching ditferent reading strategies and also
information on how to detect a child's best learming style. .

*  But not because there was any wasted time.
o I would have liked more specific strategies to try and meet certain needs.
14, Given that this s a collaborative Project, did you feel that you could suggest reading and
other professienal matenads for the group?

9 (B1.8%) 1) yes
2 (18.2%) 2) no.

El{fC‘ 4.
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Comments/suggestions
« Asancwcomer, | was not always surc of the group dircction. And as a first year
teacher [ didn't have a lot of background information and expernience to suggest.

This was more of a lcarning rather than a collaborative expericnce for me.

o However, | don't think 1t would have the breadth and range that Drs. Bravi &
Madak have consisteatly brought to the meetings.

»  From the beginning I wasn't sure of our dircction. Thus 1s probably because I was
new this year as well as being a first year tcacher,

I11. SCHOOL VISITS

15. How helpful wcre obsery attons or suggestions that were made dunng the school visits?

1.) very uscful.
3 (27.3%) 2.) somcwhat uscful.
0 (0.0%) 3
)

not very uscful.

0 (0.0%) 4.) notatall uscful.
3 (27.3%) Doces not apply to my situation.

Comments/suggestions for improvement.

o I don't have a classroom. Sol did notanswer #15 - 19.

o Teacher be freed to debrief; without handhing the class at the same time. Written
questions & objectives & strategies given to Dr. B. prior to lesson -- focus on these
duning debniefing.

o My room was not visited per se as mine was not the target group.

e Asof now | haven't been visited at my school.

16 How helptul were the school visits 1n assisting you to make connections between the
materals/content presented 1n the sessions at St Francors Xavier Elementary School and
what you do with Kids?

) very usciul.
) somcwhat useful.
3) notvery uscful.
2 notat all useful.
3 (27.3%) Daoes not apply to my situation.

Comments/suggestions forimprovement.

o Butatumes I'm sull very contused

Q 5”
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Overail, when companng all of the components of the Reading/Wnting Immersion Project
(1.c., sessions at the St. Francois Xavier Elementary School and school visits) duning Y car
Two, how important were the school visits made by Gerry and Paul?

3 (27.3%)-1.) the mostimportant component.

4 (36.4%) 2.) cqual inimportance o the other two components.
1 (9.1%) 3.) notasimportantas the other two components.

0 ( 0.0%) 4.) notatall important

3 (27.3%) Does not apply to my situation.

Comments/suggestions.

» Since I was in the Project unofficially tn Year One, | regarded these visits as an
opportunity to have Dr. B. observe me "in-action”. This then would help me know
if I had indecd implemented the theory appropnately, effecuvely & efficiently.

*  You are able to be more specific regarding your own students.

. Compared to Year One, do you feel that the increase 1n the number of school visits was a

gooxd decision?

3 (27.3%) 1.) Donotknow, | was not part of the Project last year.
5 (45.5%) 2.) Ycs. :
0 (0.0%) 3.) No.
3 (27.3%) Does not apply to my situation.

Comments/suggestions,

o Iwasapartof Year One, but did not have school visits.

o 1fcel 1tis mportant for those who are in the project for their first year.

Do vou have any other comments’concerns that you would like to add about the sctiool
visits?

o [would like to see all Project members 1n one school visited at onc ime. % of ume
with cach teacher could vary. Durning debnefing all teachers would benefit trom
"good” pornts, "tmprovements” as well as adding other insights to the strategics,
students & become aware of strength of a student that could be their's 1n another
year.

o Iwas very comfortable with the school visits. They were donean a very non-
threatening way. Never did | feel that my teaching methods were being enticized or

cvaluated.

e Make itdengeur that teacher's present in wrtten form exactly what it s they ash
Drs. Bravi & Madak to obsenve, assist & comment , in advance

a1




Teacher Surveys: Year Two
Page 51

V. PROJECT EXPECTATIONS

20 Atthis parntin time, 1s the Project:

1.) exactly what you thought 1t would be.

2.) very close to what you thought 1t would be.
2 (18.2%) 3.) somewhat close to what you thought it would be.
2 (18.2%) 4.) notatall what you thought it to be.

It not what you thought, how is 1t different?

e 1 had no information on the course before | started, other than 1t would be very
useful for me to take. (and 1t was extremely uscful!)

o It1s not different, I just wasn't surc what to expect.

21. Is the Project turning out to be as useful to you as you thought it would be?”

7 (63.6%) 1.) ves, very uscful.

3 (27.3%) 2.) yes, somewhat uscful.
1 (9.1%) 3. no, notvery uscful.

0 (00%) 4) no, notatall usctul.

Comments/suggestions for improvements.

«  Need more strategies, new techmques in working with "at-nisk students.”

¢ [t has made me very awarc of my objectives, how 1 go about to achieve them and
making my results or achievements measurable.

s

22, Atthis pornt, how confident are you that your expectations for the Project will be reached”?

3 (27.3%) '.) very confident.

§ (45.5%) 2.) somewhat confident
1 (9.1%) 3 notvery contident.
0 (9.0%) 4. notatallcenfident.

2 (18.2%) | Missing.
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Why or why not?

+  Stratcguces, strategics, strategics, pleasc.

» The cypectaton that this course would be usetul was defimtely reached. But, my
own goals for my students, in a lot of tests won't be reached -- Too many goals,
too hittle class time, trying to work in all educational aspects with limited resources
including lack of experience.

+ my jobmay change. Division pull out backing, I am concerned for Y ear Four.
How supportive is division? Will they expect this all to take place on teachers' own
ume or will they still devote paid ttme somewhat?

*  The Project has helped me become specific with goals and objectives.

o My class 1s too great a load for any 1 teacher - T often feel somewhat overwhelmed.

e There were ajot of outside interferences that may have hampered the results.

o [ didn't have any definite expectations for the Project. What I decided on for my

specific expeetations for my students 1n the Project I am confident we stnved hard
to reach. That 1s showing growth,

23 The ume | spent on the Project ths year was:

1.) much more than | expected.

2.) abitmore than | expected. '
3 (27.3%) 3.) justwhatl expected.

4.) abitliess than | expected.

5.) alotless than | expected.

24, Do you huve any additional comments/concems/suggestions to make regarding the amount
ol time taken up by this Projectin Y car Two?

o I wasvery interested and just wanted to savor all | could.

V. SUPPORT FOR THE PROJECT

25 Inyour opinton, how would you rate the University Stafl in the arcas histed below?

Always Somegumes Never
a.)  they arc approachable 90.9 % 9.1% 0.0%
by they value my optnions 81.8 % 18.2% 0.0%
o 5 3
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Always Somctimes Never

¢.) they treated me asy ’ A

professtonal 90.9 % 9.1% 0.0%
d.} they were willing to

answer all my questions 90.9 % 9.1% 0.0%
¢.) they empathize with the

problems | have o deal

with in the classroom 90.9% 9.1% 0.0%
f.) they suggestrather than

dictate or cnticize 81.8% 18.2% 0.0%
g.) they acuvely look for and

cncourage my input 72.7% 27.3% 0.0%
h.) they help me feel more

confident about what 1 don

the classroom 72.7% 27.3% 0.0%
1) they make suggestions that

arc uscful tome 72.7% 27.3% C.0%
3.} they try to make the Project

challenging 63.6% 36.4% 0.0%

Comments/suggestions for improvement.
+ They try to make the Project challenging ina good way.

26. In vour opinion, how would you rate the support being provided to this Program from
vour school's adnmmstrator(s)?

9 (81.8%) 1.) very good.
2 (18.2%) 2) good
0 (00%) 3) poor.
0 (0.0%) <) rery poor.

Comments/suggestions for improvements.

o Atumes | v:onder how much they actually know about whats going on. Do they
have a copy of the goals, do they know/observe the teacher's implementaton of
them? If at imes we try [ method only to throw it out & re-doita different way do
they understand or crticize?

e | don't feel there was enough communication between the principal and the
classroom teacher. 1t seemed that budget and other administrative issues were only
discussed with the participating resourcee teacher. Support from the adnumistrator
was good, however, | question whether he was truly iterested i the project. |
was never ashed any questions, cte.
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* There was insufficient carry over from the previous personnel in our school (1.c.,
teacher & resource involved at our school).

* Inour situation we did not see the carry over that we should hay ¢ had from school.

VI. PROGRAM USEFULNESS AND FINAL COMMENTS

27 Based on your expenences with the Projeet, how would your rate the following items?

a.) 1 hind that the information presented so far has been:

8 (72.7%) 1.} very uscful.
2 (18.2%) 2) uselul
1 (9.1%) 3.) somcwhat useful.
0 (0.0%) 4.) notatall uscful.
by 1 find that I am alrcady trying out some of the ideas/techniques in my

classroom.

11 _(100.0%) 1.) yes.
0 ( 6.0%) 2.3 no.

¢ ) 1hind that | hav e already adopted some of the ideas/techniques as part of what |
dvin my classroom.

1l_(100.0%) 1.) ves
0 ( 0.0% 2.) no.

t

d)  Based on vour expenences thus far, what do you feel is the probability that you
w il make changes to what you do in the classroom?

8 (72.7%) 1) lam 100% ceriain | will make changes.

3 (27.3%) 2) 1am85% certain I will make changes.

0 (0.0%) 3. |am S0% certain | will make changes.

0 (0.0%) 4.) lam 25% certain | will make changes.

0 (0.0%) 5 lam 100% certain thatl will not make changes.

«  Many changes have alrcady been implemented.

c) Based on your expeniences thus far, have you scen posiive changes in the
performance of your students that are a direct result of this Project?

8 (72.7%) 1) yes, | have noticed many positive changes.
3 (27.3%) 2) yes, | have noticed a fow posiive changes

0 { 0.0%) 3. no,lhavenot noticed any positive changes
0 (0.0%) 4) 1donotknow,
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{.) Do you feel that this Project has helped you to improve your teaching skills?

10_(90.9%) 1.) ves.
1 (9.1%) ) no.
Comments.

« Those changes that 1 have made are f rom last year's time, not from this year.

» Just moved down to Pnmary -- given this appointment is much better than taking
standard univ ersity courses to gan expenence & knowledge in this arca.

« It has helped mc to deerde how & to what mummal level [ would like at-nsk
students tn my class, to attamn. ‘

+ Buta person has to want to change and work hard atat.

3
28, Name/describe some changes that you have made in your classroom during Y car Two that
are a direet result of this Project.

¢ | don't have a classroom.

« Tecaching toward more speaific goals and letting the students know the goals we are
trying to achieve. Basic goals arc shared. We have a dircction to goin to get where
we want to be. I have used spectfic class motivations, like charting their growth
visually. [ have given them ownership of some of the goals, (reading & Dolch
words) which they enjoy . To get a better understanding of stories, we have
participated 1 involvement i play time, puppet shows and pertorming plays, and
inre-telhing. '

¢ More wniting -- a wider range of wnting classes. Attempting to tic parents into the
cquation of therr child. 1.c., Reading logs, writing letters, more pubhshed stones.

« 1. Objective wnting: | have wntten objectives in place that help me to focus my
teaching on specific skills, cte.

2. Testing & data collection: This has become an ongoing thing for me. am
trving to be more organized in my collection of data.

3. Analyzngdata: am able todentity students having difficulty ina certain arca,
and make quicker decisions as to how to re-teach that skall.

4 Peer teaching: | have found that | tend to It students explain their thought
processes to cach other more so now.

«  Objectives lor spectal needs students (short and long-term).

Q Ja
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[ was able to purchasc more library books for the students and have re-arranged my
classroom hibrary to make books more accessible to the students. This has
cncouraged the home reading program also.

More empha’sils has been put on reading & testing the reading. | have become a
better evaluator - my cvaluation tools & skills have improved - data is more rehable
& not so subjective - more imperical evidence has been gathered.
1) Working more with small groups.
2) Targeting specific arcas of weakness within those groups.
3y Using different methods to establish baselincs. |
4) Do more reading miscue analysis.
5y More oral retelling of stones.
6y Using information from #'s 4 & 5 to make improvements in reading.
Evaluate and recorded results much more efficiently.
used assessment as on going process.
did more 1 on 1 tcaching again.
I used more behavioral objectives to sce my other goals met.
Although | was not a part of year one, the project helped me with sctting up my
cvaluation process.
could change one thing about the Project, what would 1t be?
I would like more time spent on lcarning new strategies to help students with the

reading/wnting process. A re-hash of the previous year's info. 1s nota vahd use of
my tme.

{ think that on-site visits arc very important because cach class has its own umque
sttuations that can't be dealt with in the group. It would be mce if the ime and
money could be found for everyonce to benefit from this.

nereased time for both theory and the practical that 1s observed. Obscrved in this
manner (non-authonty expert - - re: tecacher evaluation within division) you feel tree
to attempt things that have/are problem arcas. You don't have to "set-up® the
situation so 1t works well. More of this 1s a good way to expand vour strengths &
mintmt/c weakness.

1 would change the role of the resource teachers. 1'm not even sure what their job
15, Taking minutes at meetings? Going to the management mectings? 1 don't find
them helpful 1n my classroom situation. 1've fcarned to deal with learming problems
on my own,

g
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o Determine a Divisional Co-ordinator for the Project (not necessanly an
administrator).

+ The distance we need to travel should be equalized for all.
* Nothing. .

I would like to 0 more 'hands-on' activities at the workshops. For cxample, let's
do a reading miscuc or role play a 'child led conference’. ‘

1 would just love to send an cntire year just studying the varnious aspects of recading
and become more proficient in teaching strategics.

« 1 would like to sce the on site visits take place first. Discuss specific strategices,
then be able to discuss with the group what you did and how it went.

30). Given what has taken place between the start of the Project and now, do you have any
suggestions that you have not already made carlicr in this survey for improving the
Reading/Writing Immersion Project? If so, what are they?

« 11cel that some teachers inyolved with the project felt or are sull fecling like they
were "forced” into participating. | am guessing that this 1s why some people don't
bring work samples or discuss thetr students at the meetings.

I don't think that the admimstrators were very open about this project from the
beginmng. Maybe these feclings could have been avoided if the teachers had been
given achance to decide for themselses whether they would participate or not.

e There should be ume for teachers to observe and consult with onc another in
classroom sctungs.

*  Nonc.
»  Nonc!
21 Do you have any other comments/concerns that you would fike to add, but haven't-been
asked? .

« 1'd like to thank the Division for allowing myself & others to benefit from this
Project in addition to the Provincially funded teachers.

« No!

THANK YOU!

Q 5
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Appendix B

Teacher Survey And Results For Part B
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READING/WRITING IMMERSION: A DECISION MAKING LITERACY
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

TEACHER SURVEY
PART B

May 19, 1994

One of the conditions of the funding for this Project is that 1t be evaluated. The purposc of this
survey is to collect information from the participants 1n order to provide evaluative information
to the funder and also to provide information that will assist i making improvements, if
needed, to the Project. As previously discussed with you, all responses will be kept

completely confidential! Therefore, do not include your name anywhere on
this survey!

As was explained in the first survey, sinee the sessions on reporl wrting did not take place |
until May 5, 10 and 19, we deaided to divide the survey into two parts, Part A inciuded

questions related to the Group Sessions and School Visits. Part B includes questions related to
the Report Writing Sessions.

Please complete and return this survey in the envelop provided. In order w atlow us adequate
timie to analyze the results, please mail the survey back to us by Friday, May 27, 1994
Atter the data has been compiled, 1t will be shared with you at onc of our meetings.

Please read cach question carcfully. For cach question, find the response which best
represents vour opimon and eirele it If you need more space for wrnting in
comments/suggestions, usc the back of the page. I you have any questions concerning the
survey, we will be more than happy to answer them (phone Paul at 474-8712). We would like
to thank you 1n advance for taking the time to assist us 1n the very important task of cvaluating
the Reading/Wrniing Immerston Project.

Gerry Bravi

Paul Madak

6N
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A The school L workins

6 _(715.0%) 1) anofficial member of the Project.
2 (25.0%) 2.) anunofficial member of the Project.

B. Thisismy

5§ (62.8%) 1.) firstyecarinthe Project.
3 (37.8%) 2.) sccond yearin the Project.

WRITING PROCESS

I How helplul were the university statf in assisting you i writing your final school report?

8 (100.0%) 1.) very helptul.

0 (0.0%) ) somcwhat heipful.
0 (0.0%) 3. notvery helpful.
0 ( 0.0%) 4.) notatall helpful.

Comments/suggestions:
o Itwas well guided & well followed.

e The outline was very helpful. Having Paul at the school for all three days was ajso
very helptul.

1o

How usclul was wrniting the final school reportain helping you to make connections
between the matenal/content presented in the sessions at St Francors Xavier Elementary
School and what you do with kids?

& (75.06%) 1.) very uscful.

1 _(12.5%) 2.) somewhat useful.

0 (0.0%) 3. notvery usctul.

0 (0.0%) 4.) notatalluseful.

1 (12.58%) Did not respond to the question.

Comments/suggestions:
e | have a much better ideca of what I'intend to do in Sept. next ycear.

o Itwasextremely usetul to tie all things together & to actually sce how obtunablc
your goals & objectives were.
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3. How useful was writing the final school report in helping you to develop an
implementation plan for Y ear 3 of the Project?

75.0%) 1.) veryuscful.
25.0%) 2.) somcwhat uscful.
3)
)

:

f

0.0% ) nol very useful.
0.0%) 4. notatall uscful.

*

Comments/suggestions:

o | already can visualize a plan, organize and construct assessment that should be
donc throughout the year.

« It helped me to decide which evaluation tools were casy to usc or which ones were
oo difficult. Also, it made me sce which objectives were specific enough or not.

« It has made me more aware of the need for precisc objectives and the ongoing need
for careful documentation of students abilitics and work samples.
4. How usctul was wnting the final school report 1n helping you to evaluate the value of the

Project to your professional development?

(87.5% very useful.

1)
1 (12.5%) 2.) somcwhat uscful.

3.) notvery useful.
0 (00%) 4)

not at all uscful.
Comments/suggestions:

:

« [ have a better idea of my strengths and weaknesses and know what I need to work
on.

« Itwasavery good lcarning vear. Things were spread out to have a chance to
absorb material, work with 11, record 1t to sce the results and to be able to evaluate
the effectiveness of the project regarding reading & writing progress,of children.

o 1t has made me more awarc of my students’ needs and helps to concentrate on the

small steps leading to the farger goal.

5. How uscful was writing the final school report in helping you to evaluate the progress
made by the students involved in the Project?

8 (100.0%) 1) very usclul.

0 (0.0%) 2) somecwhatusclul.
0 (0.0%) 3) notvery uscful
0 (0.0%) 4. notatallusctul.
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Comments/suggestions:

o 1tis good to see the proot of progress the students have madc this year.
o All progress becomes cicarly recorded and accounted for.

o Graplung results really made you sec their progress.

» Even though the progress varied to quite a degree, 1t was gratifying to sce that all
children made progress and that many skills were devetoptng even though it
couldn't be shown 1n graphs.

6. What additional assistance could have been provided in Year Two that would have helped
you in writing your final school report?

 Itnught have been caster for us to visualize the final data if the graphing and wnting
of information had been charted after the initial bascline information was gathered.

e Three dayvs wasn't enough to wnite the report but | can't see us getting any more
days!?

e The School Board did provide computer lessons for all interested teachers. This
certarnly helped in the report writing. But, [ sull have not developed cnough skills
to make using a computer for the report an casy task. The three days
computer/report assistance were essential. | could have benefited from more.

« 1) Some time spent showing us how to use the computer program to write the
report & make use of the charts; tme to practice this to famihanzc ourselves.

Time towrite out/keyboard our imtal findings (baschine data) carly in the year
{Nov. - Dec)).

7. Do you has ¢ any other comments/concerms you would fike to add about wniting the final
school report?

+  Not having the proper program on the computers 1n the home school computers
madc things challenging. I've found testing a real challenge in my particular
classroom.

o [t'salot of work!
 lappreciated having the group time with your help.
» Excellent support through process - computers, using graphs & tables.

Time given tor report wnting is very valuable as well as teacher coverage
(substitute costs)  Thank you! both!! Pecr interaction was great!
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Wnung the final report will be much casier the second year after having had the
cxpenience this year!

Thank you! [ enjoyed this course and learned a lot!

THANK YOU!
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